UNITED S.fES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIO.GENCY \
vare  March 4, 1982
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uwiect  Request for Comments, Pine Ford Project, Missoury

- 2~ ;
FROM omas L Budd, Acting Assistant Regional { | & Q@%va\
Administrator for Policy and Management ' 2 o p
TO Alan Abramson, Director, Water Management Division 697('A1!

Dave Wagoner, Director, Air and Waste Management Division v
John Wicklund, Director, Environmental Services Division

The St Louis District Corps of Engineers has requested our response to
several questions regarding benefits for water quality releases and
controlling heavy metal contamination in the Big River Basin  The enclosed
letter and data explain their request

An answer to this letter 1s due March 15 1 request your staffs prepare
responses to those 1ssues that affect your programs  Specifically

WATR - Questions la, 1b, lc, agg 2
< _ARWM - Questions 3a, 3b, and 3¢, ™

TENSV - Any questions deemed appropriate to your program

P]ease_prov1de your responses to the ENRV Branch by March 10
Little project-related information was provided in the letter If your staff

1s unfamiliar with the Pine Ford Project, please contact Bob Fenemore for more
information

Enclosure
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
ST LOUIS DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS
210 TUCKER BOULEVARD NORTH
ST LOUIS MISSOURI 6310

LMSLCD-BF 25 FeBruary 1982
JL b
L 4
AR 2 1982
Mr John J Franke, Jr
Regional Administrator i'z;/ . o
US Environmental Protection Agency [ 2 & dou , o

324 East llth Street
Kansas City, MO 64106

Dear Mr Franke

In July 1976, soon atter we received initial Phase I planning funds for Pine
Ford, an authorized lake project on the Big River, we contacted your agency
and r1equested a revalidation of the bencfits attributed to flow augmentation
for water quality purposes on the lower Big River and in the reach of the
lower Meramec River below the confluence with the Big River

Although our ripresentatives coiresponded back 1nd torth through September
1978, we were unable to resolve our differing interpretations of the

PL 92-500 provisions, and the policy of EPA at that time dictated that flow
augmentation had no benefit whatsoever 18 a walcr quility measure

The Corps of Engineers then initiated 4n abbreviated water quality testing
program to define the nature of the problem (i1f any) and to estimate the

effects that could be achieved with flow augmentation Unfortunately, nature
was not cooperative in providing low flows that would establish a

"worse—case' condition and as you may note from the 1inclosed data the results
were 1inconclusive

We are now in the final stages of reformulating the Pine Ford project and are
examining a variety of plans in addition to the authorized lake plan We
expect to provide a draft report to our reviewing authorities in Mdarch 1982
and will complete the final Phase I General Design Memorandum in September
1982 From this schedule 1t 18 apparent that we 1re quickly approaching our
final ovpportunity for presenting whatever beneficial water quality effects
that might be associated with controlled releases from a reservoir plan

In our own agency, we have observed « number of changes occurring in recent
years, changes 1in problem-solving philosophy, changes in policy and, to be
sure, changes in funding and staf{fing capabilities If these same sort of
changes have been experienced by EPA, perhaps 1t 1s now possiblc to consider
measurcs that should have some beneficial effect, however limited, and which
could be wmplemented 1t low cost and with high reliability as compared to

expensive, state-of-the-art measures that may consume much energy and suffer
trom reliability problems either duc UuEEFji‘FhloLlcated technology or due

MAR , 21982
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to the high level of operator competence that might be required In addition
to these generalized changes, the Pine Ford situation has been altered by the
heavy metals problems which have been recognised only since 1977 and which

st1ll have not been completely defined In this regard, Mr Bob Fenemore of
your agency has been participating in the coordination meetings and briefings

during the course of the heavy metals studies being conducted by the Columbia
National Fisheries Research Laboratory

Let me now get down to the purpose of this letter and address some questions
for your consideration  Your reply will serve to document the current
position of the Environmental Protection Agency in our draft report

1 On the basis of the inclosed test data and other data that may be
available in your files, would your agency conclude that a pool with
regulated releases in the Big River could have a beneficial water quality
etfect under the following circumstances

a  Providing reliable minimum flows of a given dissolved oxygen
content such that the natural assimilative or self-cleaning ability of the
river would be maintained, with particular effect on non-point contaminants
deriving from agricultural operations and individual home treatment systems

b Providing a vehicle by which to enforce competent operation of
upstrcam municipal treatment systems  That 18, 1f certain water quality
parameters were required in the pool, the local assurances that we could
require to be furnished prior to construction could specify certain operating
standards  Once turnishcd, the assurances could be enforced as provided by
Section 221 of Public Law 91-611

¢ Providing an emergency '"flushing'" capability in the event that
treatment facilities downstream would malfunction and discharge untreated
waste into the stream

2 If you conclude that some benefit could be derived, we would
appreciate your opinion as to the dollar value of the benefit or your
sugpastions as to how such a value could be computed

3 In regard to the heavy-metals problems (preliminary test data were
furnished by letter of 20 January 1982 to Messrs Vest and Fenemore), we have
assumed that some degree of Corps of Engineers involvement would derive from
the fact that Congress originally authorized a lake project and that such a
project could not serve the anticipated purposes of recreation and fish and
wildlite conservation without first controlling the heavy metals situation
For cost-benefit analysis, we have also assumed that, since the
environmental/fish and wildlife benefit of controlling the contamination
would not be quantifiable, we could assign a benefit equal to the cost of
remedial measures In effect then, we would be evaluating the various
measures on the basis of effectiveness and least cost
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a Could your agency support this assumption that costs would be
cqually offset by benef1its?

b I1f we would recommend a lake project and necessary remedial
measures for controlling heavy metals, a source of funds for accomplishing
the measures could be problematic  You might well appreciate that this would
be an unprecedented activity for the Corps of Engineers although somc
parallel comparison might be made with strip mine reclamation activities In
any event, your comments would be appreciated concerning potential funding
sources with particular reference to the "super fund” ana pending
legislation related thereto

c It has also come to our attention that the EPA has recently
contracted for studies pertaining to heavy metals within the study area 1If
any results, preliminary or otherwise, are available we would be very much
1nterested 1in receiving them as soon as possible

I realize that I have asked difficult questions and that time will not permit
the type of detailed analysis that you would prefer to accomplish and that we
would prefer to receive Nevertheless, I would appreciate your earliest
consideration of these matters and receipt of your response 1in sufficent time
(say by 15 March 1982) to be included in our dratt report

Sincerely,

1 Incl BERT J
As stated Colonel, CE
District Engineer

CEY

Copy Furnished

Mr Bob Fenemore

US knvironmental Piotection Agency
324 Fast 1llth Street

Kansas City, MO 64106
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Designation

A

B
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APPENDIX I

|

Description of Sampling Statlons

U3SGS or Corps
Station No

USGS 07019000
USGS 07018500

Corps Big River
Sampling Sta No &

USGS 07016500

USGS 07014500

Strean Name
& Description

Meramec at Eureka
Big River at Byrnesville

Big River

Bourbeuse

Meramec




